REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully request entry of the following amendments and remarks 
contained herein in response to the Office Action mailed September 11, 2007. Applicants 
respectfully submit that the amendments and remarks contained herein place the instant 
application in condition for allowance. Furthermore, the above amendments are necessary for a 
better understanding of the claimed subject matter and were not earlier presented because the 
need for them was only recently appreciated. 

Upon entry of the amendments in this response, claims 1 - 17 are pending. In 
particular, Applicants amend claims 1, 2, and 4. Reconsideration and allowance of the 
application and presently pending claims are respectfully requested. 

I. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S101 

The Office Action indicates that claims 1 - 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as 
claiming allegedly being directed to non-statutory subject matter. Applicants amend claims 1, 2, 
and 4, as indicated above and thus consider this issue moot with regard to those claims (and 
dependents thereof). 

With regard to claim 3, Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. More specifically, 

35 U.S.C. §112H6 states: 

An element in a claim for a combination may be expressed as a 
means or step for performing a specified function without the recital of 
structure, material, or acts in support thereof, and such claim shall be 
construed to cover the corresponding structure, material, or acts 
described in the specification and equivalents thereof, 
(emphasis added) 

Applicants refer to, among other places, FIG. 2A, elements 200 and 210, which include a 
processor and a memory. For at least the reason that the "means" elements include hardware 
for implementation, claim 3 meets the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §101. For at least this reason, 
Applicants traverse this rejection. 
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Similarly, with regard to claim 1 1, the Office Action states "the claim appears to limited to 
software and is therefore treated as a judicial exception. As discussed above, the specification 
clearly indicates that a computer includes a memory and a processor for storing and executing 
instructions. As such, a method that includes the elements of claim 1 1 would be performed by 
the computer having a memory and a processor. Thus, claim 1 1 would not fall under a judicial 
exception, and thus, would not be subject to the Office Action's analysis. For at least this 
reason, claim 11 meets all the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §101. 

Additionally, the Office Action states "[bjased on the judicial exception analysis, the 

claims fails to provide/produce a tangible result and is therefore not statutory" (OA page 3, 

element 9). Applicants respectfully traverse this statement. More specifically, even if claim 1 1 

does fall within the judicial exception analysis (a point Applicants are not conceding), MPEP 

§2106.1 (Vl)(c)(2)((2))(b) states: 

The tangible requirement does not necessarily mean that a 
claim must either be tied to a particular machine or apparatus or 
must operate to change articles or materials to a different state or 
thing. However, the tangible requirement does require that the claim 
must recite more than a 35 U.S.C. 101 judicial exception, in that the 
process claim must set forth a practical application of that judicial 
exception to produce a real-world result. Benson, 409 U.S. at 71-72, 
175USPQat 676-77 (invention ineligible because had "no substantial 
practical application."). "[A]n application of a law of nature or 
mathematical formula to a ... process may well be deserving of patent 
protection." Diehr, 450 U.S. at 187, 209 USPQ at 8 (emphasis added); 
see also Corning, 56 U.S. (15 How.) at 268, 14 L.Ed. 683 ("It is for the 
discovery or invention of some practical method or means of producing a 
beneficial result or effect, that a patent is granted . . ."). In other words, 
the opposite meaning of "tangible" is "abstract." 
(emphasis added) 

Claim 1 1 recites "providing a group email folder accessible by each member of a 
predefined group" and "providing a first individual-user email folder accessible by a first user." 
Applicants respectfully submit that these elements clearly produce a real world result for at least 
the reason that these folders are accessible by each member of a group and by a first user, 
respectively. For at least the reason that a real-world result is produced by the elements of 
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claim 11, claim 11 meets the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §101. For at least these reasons, this 
rejection is improper. 



II. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $102 

A. Claim 1 is Allowable Over Srinivasan 

The Office Action indicates that claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as 

allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Publication Number 2002/0163539 (" Srinivasan"). 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Srinivasan does not disclose, 

teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 1, as amended, recites: 

An email system comprising: 
a processor; and 

a memory configured to store logic to provide: 

(A) multiple email folders, the multiple email folders 
comprising: 

(A1 ) a group email folder having group email messages, 
the group email folder being accessible by each member of a predefined 
group; 

(A2) a first individual-user email folder having first-user 
email messages, the first individual-user email folder being accessible 
only by a first user, the first user being a member of the predefined group; 
and 

(A3) a second individual-user email folder having 
second-user email messages, the second individual-user email folder 
being accessible only by a second user, the second user being a member 
of the predefined group; and 

(B) an email application being executable by the first user, the 
email application further being executable by the second user, the email 
application comprising: 

(B1) first display logic configured to display only first- 
user email messages and group email messages in response to the email 
application being executed by the first user; and 

(B2) second display logic configured to display only 
second-user email messages and group email messages in response to 
the email application being executed by the second user, 

wherein each of the group email messages includes an 
access indicator for each member of the group, each access 
indicator configured to indicate whether the corresponding member 
of the group has accessed the corresponding group email message, 
(emphasis added) 
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Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, as amended, is allowable over the cited art 
for at least the reason that Srinivasan fails to disclose, teach, or suggest an "email system... 
wherein each of the group email messages includes an access indicator for each 
member of the group, each access indicator configured to indicate whether the 
corresponding member of the group has accessed the corresponding group email 
message" as recited in claim 1, as amended. 

More specifically, the Office Action states "[i]n Srinivasan, if the user is able to track and 
time [the] duration of access, then the user is provided with information related to actions 
associated with the group email messages taken by each member of the group" (OA page 18, 
line 9). Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. More specifically, Srinivasan 
discloses "[o]nce the other parties access the message/folder, the user may track the time and 
duration of this access at any time" ( emphasis added page 2, paragraph [0026]). Applicants 
respectfully submit that Srinivasan discloses providing tracking information to the user, but 
completely neglects to disclose any tracking information to anyone else. More to the point, 
Srinivasan fails to even suggest that "the other parties" can receive tracking information for the 
user or anyone else. Claim 1 , as amended, however, Includes an access indicator for each 
member of the group, each access indicator configured to indicate whether the 
corresponding member of the group has accessed the corresponding group email 
message." For at leas the reason that Srinivasan fails to disclose all of the claimed elements, 
claim 1, as amended, is allowable. 

B. Claim 2 is Allowable Over Srinivasan 

The Office Action indicates that claim 2 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as 
allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Publication Number 2002/0163539 ('Srinivasan"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Srinivasan does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 2, as amended, recites: 
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A system for handling email messages, the application 
comprising: 

a processor; and 

a memory configured to store: 

a group mail store component adapted to store a group email 
message, the group email message being accessible by members of a 
predefined group; 

an individual mail store component adapted to store an individual- 
user email message, the individual-user email message being accessible 
by an individual user; and 

a user interface component having a first section, the user 
interface further having a second section, the first section being adapted 
to display the group email message, the second section being adapted to 
display the individual-user email message, 

wherein the group email message includes at least one 
indicator configured to provide information related to actions 
associated with the group email messages, taken by each member 
of the group, 
(emphasis added) 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 2, as amended, is allowable over the cited art 
for at least the reason that Srinivasan fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "system for handling 
email messages, the application comprising... wherein the group email message includes at 
least one indicator configured to provide information related to actions associated with 
the group email messages, taken by each member of the group" as recited in claim 2, as 
amended. 

More specifically, the Office Action states "[i]n Srinivasan, if the user is able to track and 
time [the] duration of access, then the user is provided with information related to actions 
associated with the group email messages taken by each member of the group" (OA page 18, 
line 9). Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. More specifically, Srinivasan 
discloses "[o]nce the other parties access the message/folder, the user may track the time and 
duration of this access at any time" ( emphasis added page 2, paragraph [0026]). Applicants 
respectfully submit that Srinivasan discloses providing tracking information to the user, but 
completely neglects to disclose any tracking information to anyone else. More to the point, 
Srinivasan fails to even suggest that "the other parties" can receive tracking information for the 
user or anyone else. Claim 2, as amended, however, "includes at least one indicator 



12 



configured to provide information related to actions associated with the group email 
messages, taken by each member of the group." For at leas the reason that Srinivasan fails 
to disclose all of the claimed elements, claim 2, as amended, is allowable. 

C. Claim 3 is Allowable Over Srinivasan 

The Office Action indicates that claim 3 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as 
allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Publication Number 2002/0163539 (" Srinivasan"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Srinivasan does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 3, as amended recites: 
A communication system comprising: 

means for providing a group email folder accessible by each 
member of a predefined group; and 

means for providing a first individual-user email folder accessible 
by a first user, the first user being a member of the predefined group, 

wherein the group email folder is configured to provide at least 
one group email message, the at least one group email message 
including at least one indicator configured to provide information 
related to actions associated with the at least one group email 
message, taken by each member of the group, 
(emphasis added) 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 3, as amended, is allowable over the cited art 
for at least the reason that Srinivasan fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "communication 
system... wherein the group email folder is configured to provide at least one group email 
message, the at least one group email message including at least one indicator configured 
to provide information related to actions associated with the at least one group email 
message, taken by each member of the group" as recited in claim 3, as amended. 

More specifically, the Office Action states "[i]n Srinivasan, if the user is able to track and 
time [the] duration of access, then the user is provided with information related to actions 
associated with the group email messages taken by each member of the group" (OA page 18, 
line 9). Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. More specifically, Srinivasan 
discloses "[ojnce the other parties access the message/folder, the user may track the time and 
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duration of this access at any time" ( emphasis added page 2, paragraph [0026]). Applicants 
respectfully submit that Srinivasan discloses providing tracking information to the user, but 
completely neglects to disclose any tracking information to anyone else. More to the point, 
Srinivasan fails to even suggest that "the other parties" can receive tracking information for the 
user or anyone else. Claim 3, as amended, however, includfes] at least one indicator 
configured to provide information related to actions associated with the at least one 
group email message, taken by each member of the group." For at leas the reason that 
Srinivasan fails to disclose all of the claimed elements, claim 3, as amended, is allowable. 



D. Claim 4 is Allowable Over Srinivasan 

The Office Action indicates that claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as 

allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Publication Number 2002/0163539 {"Srinivasan"). 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Srinivasan does not disclose, 

teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 4, as amended, recites: 

A communication system comprising: 
a processor; and 

a memory configured to store logic to provide: 

a group email folder accessible by each member of a 
predefined group; 

a first individual-user email folder accessible by a first user; 

and 

an email application executable by the first user, the email 
application being configured to display the group email folder and the first 
individual-user email folder in response to being executed by the first 
user, the email application being further configured to display at least one 
group email message, the at least one group email message including at 
least one indicator configured to provide information related to 
actions associated with the at least one group email message, taken 
by each member of the group, 
(emphasis added) 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 4, as amended, is allowable over the cited art 
for at least the reason that Srinivasan fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "communication 
system comprising... a memory configured to store logic to provide... an email application 
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executable by the first user, the email application being configured to display the group email 
folder and the first individual-user email folder in response to being executed by the first user, 
the email application being further configured to display at least one group email message, the 
at least one group email message including at least one indicator configured to provide 
information related to actions associated with the at least one group email message, 
taken by each member of the group" as recited in claim 4, as amended. 

More specifically, the Office Action states "[i]n Srinivasan, if the user is able to track and 
time [the] duration of access, then the user is provided with information related to actions 
associated with the group email messages taken by each member of the group" (OA page 18, 
line 9). Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. More specifically, Srinivasan 
discloses "[o]nce the other parties access the message/folder, the user may track the time and 
duration of this access at any time" ( emphasis added page 2, paragraph [0026]). Applicants 
respectfully submit that Srinivasan discloses providing tracking information to the user, but 
completely neglects to disclose any tracking information to anyone else. More to the point, 
Srinivasan fails to even suggest that "the other parties" can receive tracking information for the 
user or anyone else. Claim 4, as amended, however, includ[es] at least one indicator 
configured to provide information related to actions associated with the at least one 
group email message, taken by each member of the group." For at leas the reason that 
Srinivasan fails to disclose all of the claimed elements, claim 4, as amended, is allowable. 

E. Claim 11 is Allowable Over Srinivasan 

The Office Action indicates that claim 1 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as 
allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Publication Number 2002/0163539 {'Srinivasan"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Srinivasan does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, claim 1 1 recites: 
A communication method comprising: 
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providing a group email folder accessible by each member of a 
predefined group; and 

providing a first individual-user email folder accessible by a first 
user, the first user being a member of the predefined group, 

wherein the group email folder is configured to provide at least 
one group email message, the at least one group email message 
including at least one indicator configured to provide information 
related to actions associated with the at least one group email 
message, taken by each member of the group, 
(emphasis added) 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 1 is allowable over the cited art for at least the 
reason that Srinivasan fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a "communication method... wherein 
the group email folder is configured to provide at least one group email message, the at least 
one group email message including at least one indicator configured to provide 
information related to actions associated with the at least one group email message, 
taken by each member of the group" as recited in claim 1 1 . 

More specifically, the Office Action states "[i]n Srinivasan, if the user is able to track and 
time [the] duration of access, then the user is provided with information related to actions 
associated with the group email messages taken by each member of the group" (OA page 18, 
line 9). Applicants respectfully disagree with this analysis. More specifically, Srinivasan 
discloses "[o]nce the other parties access the message/folder, the user may track the time and 
duration of this access at any time" ( emphasis added page 2, paragraph [0026]). Applicants 
respectfully submit that Srinivasan discloses providing tracking information to the user, but 
completely neglects to disclose any tracking information to anyone else. More to the point, 
Srinivasan fails to even suggest that "the other parties" can receive tracking information for the 
user or anyone else. Claim 1 1 , however, "includ[esj at least one indicator configured to 
provide information related to actions associated with the at least one group email 
message, taken by each member of the group." For at leas the reason that Srinivasan fails 
to disclose all of the claimed elements, claim 11 is allowable. 
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F. Claims 5-10 and 12-17 are Allowable Over Srinivasan 

The Office Action indicates that claims 5-10 and 12-17 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 02(b) as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Publication Number 2002/0163539 
('Srinivasan"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection on the grounds that Srinivasan 
does not disclose, teach, or suggest all of the claimed elements. More specifically, dependent 
claims 5 - 10 are believed to be allowable for at least the reason that these claims depend from 
and include the elements of allowable independent claim 4. Further, dependent claims 12-17 
are believed to be allowable for at least the reason that these claims depend from and include 
the elements of allowable independent claim 11. In re Fine, Minnesota Mining and Mfg. Co. v. 
Chemque, Inc., 303 F.3d 1294, 1299 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

III. The Subject Matter of Claim 6 is Not Inherent 

In the previous response Applicants argued against the Office Action's assertion that 
elements of claim 6 are inherent. In response, the Office Action states "Examiner respectfully 
asks Applicant what an email application is used for? Examiner also respectfully requests 
Applicant to review Applicant's Background section, which explains in detail what an email 
application is used for, which is displaying email messages to the use" (OA page 18, last 
paragraph). Applicants respectfully traverse this analysis. As indicated in the previous 
response, the requirements for inherency are that the subject matter must be performed in the 
manner claimed. More to the point, inherency requires that there is simply no other way to 
perform the recited function or element and thus disclosure by the reference is unnecessary. 
Simply stating that the element could be performed in the manner claimed does not rise to the 
level to allow for an indication that the subject matter is inherent. One of ordinary skill in the art 
could easily envision an application that does not display emails in a folder. For at least the 
reason that there is more than one way of performing this element of claim 6, this indication of 
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inherency is improper. Thus, Applicants maintain the previously indicated traversal of inherent 
subject matter and submit that claim 6 is allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth above, 
Applicants respectfully submit that all objections and/or rejections have been traversed, 
rendered moot, and/or accommodated, and that the now pending claims are in condition for 
allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present application and all pending 
claims are hereby courteously requested. 

Any other statements in the Office Action that are not explicitly addressed herein are not 
intended to be admitted. In addition, any and all findings of inherency are traversed as not 
having been shown to be necessarily present. Furthermore, any and all findings of well-known 
art and Official Notice, or statements interpreted similarly, should not be considered well-known 
for the particular and specific reasons that the claimed combinations are too complex to support 
such conclusions and because the Office Action does not include specific findings predicated on 
sound technical and scientific reasoning to support such conclusions. 

If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination 
of this matter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney at (770) 933-9500. 

Respectfully submitted, 

im 

Anthony F. Bonner Jr. Reg. No. 55,012 

THOMAS, KAYDEN, 
HORSTEMEYER & RISLEY, LLP. 

Suite 1500 

600 Galleria Parkway N.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
(770) 933-9500 
Customer No.: 38823 
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